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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3140 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3140

DEFENSE SCIENCE
BOARD

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION,
TECHNOLOGY AND LOGISTICS

SUBIECT: Final Report of the Permanent Task Force on Nuclear Weapons Surety on an
Independent Assessment of the Air Force Nuclear Enterprise

I am pleased to forward the final report of the Defense Science Board Permanent Task Force
on Nuclear Weapons Surety on an Independent Assessment of the Air Force Nuclear Enterprise.
The Deputy Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Matters and the Secretary of the
Air Force requesied the Permanent Task Force to conduct an independent assessment of progress
towards the goal of reinvigorating the Air Force nuclear enterprise in support of the strategic
nuclear deterrent mission.

The Task Force set forth a set of recommendations to move bevond the corrective actions
initiated following a series of incidents in 2007 and 2008.

I endorse all of the study’s recommendations and encourage you to forward the report to the
Secretary of Defense.

ﬁuo A "\/mm..ud} .

Dr. Paul Kaminski
Chairman



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3140 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3140

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD

Subject: Final Report of the Permanent Task Force on Nuclear Weapons Surety on an
Independent Assessment of the Air Force Nuclear Enterprise

The final report of the Independent Assessment of the Air Force Nuclear Enterprise is
attached.

The Air Force leadership implemented extraordinary measures following two serious
incidents in 2007 and 2008, These measures included policy, inspection, organization, and
leadership changes. The report finds that these measures have been effective in their intended
purpose of re-establishing the professionalism expected of personnel in the nuclear enterprise.
While these measures were appropriate and effective, some are not sustainable or desirable for
the long term.

In addition to identifving the benefits of the extraordinary measures, the report provides a
description of undesirable effects of continuing the extraordinary measures for the long term and
makes recommendations on the path to continued assured professionalism in the Air Force
nuclear enterprise. More specifically, the report discusses and provides recommendations in the
areas of logistics, organization and guidance, the inspection regime, operations, personnel and
morale, and the personnel reliability program.

The Task Force received the full support of all levels in the Air Force nuclear enterprise
in performing this independent assessmenl.

w‘é7/m<

Larry D Welch, General, USAF (Ret)
Chairman

Permanent Task Force

Nuglear Weapons Surely




Contents

TASKINE «veeeeitiete ettt ettt e e ettt e e e ettt e e e e taeeesaataeeesbteeeeaabaeeeaaataeee e bteeeeanbeeeeeanteeee e btee nhteeeeenteeeeanraeeenane 7
Some Root Causes and Unintended CONSEQUENCES .....eeeeeieiciiiieieeeeeeiiiireeeeeeeeeentreeeeeeeesessseeseesseesnssssseeaens 8
The Air FOrce NUCIEAr ENTEIPIISE . .uuiiiiieie ettt e e e e et e e e e e e s aab e e e e e e s e e nsbteeeeeeeeannnsreneens 9
Figure 1: The Air Force Nuclear Enterprise Before 2008* ..............ccueeeevvueeeeiiiereeeiiereesiiieseesiinaeesnns 9

Figure 2: The Current Air Force Nuclear ENterpriSe™.............ovuwevveeeeecvieeeeciieeeeeeeeeecieeeecceaa e 10
BOTLOM LINES ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it e e 12
NeW Leadership ATEENTION .....uii et e e et re e e s sabe e e e ssbeeeesabaeeesnssaeessnseneean 12
Divided Authority and AcCoUNTability ......cocceeiiiiiii e e 13

O LT =4 =T o o H [ Ty o 1< o o WS USSR 14
Enlisted Personnel ManagemMENt ......ccccuiiiiiiiiie e ecireeesre e e sre e e e stre e e e sate e e s eabe e e e abteeessnbeeesentaeessnnsens 15
The Personnel Reliability Programi. ... ittt e e s e e e saae e e e saaaeeesnneneeean 15
New Senior Leadership AttENTION .......ouei e e e e e st re e e e e s e e b be e e e e e e e esnnsraaneeas 16
FOCUS e e e e s e e e e e a e b ra e e s e s e s earaaes 16
Changes iN Organization .......c..uuiiiiiiiic e e e s s e e e e e st a e e e e e e esnseteeeeeeeessanseaneeaeens 16
Air Force Global Strike COMMEaNG ........cocuiiiieiieieeieeeee ettt ettt nne 16
Impact of Other Changes in OrganizatioN.........cuccuiiiiiieieciiee e e e e e e e e 17
Figure 3: The Logistics Issue Resolution Chain as Seen by the Wing Commander.......................... 19

L@ 1V7CY 53 = oY =Y o I T 1y o Y=Y ot o o IS ERPRE 21
Table 1: Days of Special Effort at MINOTt AFB ..........c.ueeeeeeeeeeeeiiieeescieeeesiseeeesisesessisesassssnsessssseaans 22
OPErations aNd IMAINTENANCE ....uueieeieeecireeeee ettt e e eeeecrrreeeeeeeesetrereeeeesessbtaaeesesesesstraseeeeessssrsseeeeesenans 26
[T d I Aot =T o Yo I LY P10 =Yg - o of DO PSRN 26
Table 2: Logistics SUPPOIt OrgaNiZAtioNS ..........c.ueeeeeueeeesiuiieeeiiiesesisiressiiesesssiesssssesesssssesesssseeeas 26

Figure 4: Re-Entry System/Re-Entry Vehicle (RS/RV) Engineering ReqUESLS............cccccoueeevvveeunenn. 27
OPErations — MISSIIE WINES......coii ittt e e et e e e ate e e e et ae e e e abe e e e enteeessnreeesennses 27

(0] o1 Y u oY o TRl = o T 0] o JAAVA T o =4SSP 28
Maintenance and Sustainment — Missile Wings and Munitions Support Squadrons (Europe).............. 29
Table 3: Migration of Senior Nuclear Weapons Maintenance (2W2) NCOS ..........cccccvveeecvveeennee. 29

ICBM Warhead SUSEAINMENT ............coceiiiiiiiiieiieecee ettt st e s smee e sane e 30
Munitions Support SQUAAION (MUNSS) ........oouueee ettt eee e et e e sarae e s e atee e e e aee e e eeareeas 32
Some Common Bottom Lines for ICBMS and MUNSS’ ...........oueoiiieiecieie et eceee e ectee e eetaee e esateee s 32

U.S. AN FOICES IN EUMOPE..cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeee ettt ettt e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesesesesasasssasssssasasassssssnsnssnnnnnnn 34
GUIAANCE VEISUS DIFBCHION «..eeeieiietie ettt et et e e st e s bt e e s et e e sab e e sbeeeeneeesareesanes 36
Enlisted Personnel ManagemeENnt........ccei i cciiiieee ettt e e e s e e e e e s e saaete e e e e e s e e snnbaaeeeeeeeennrnenes 37
The Personnel Reliability Program (PRP) ......oo ittt e s vee e e ree e e e e e s aaae e e e 38



Summary of RECOMMENAATIONS........ccociiiiiiiiee et e e e et e e s e eate e e e e are e e e ebteeeeenbaeaeenraeaen ee 42

oY= oL TUPPPRRRPPTTRPPPN 42
Organization @aNd GUIAANCE. ... ..uueiiieieeiiiireeee e e eeeccrereeeeeeeerearereeeeeeesitrareeeeeeeesasrasaeeeesssssstsseseesesessssrrseees 42
The INSPECHION REGIME...iii ittt et e st e s te e e e s ta e e e ssbeeessasseeesassaeesssseeesnnseeenns 43
(0] o1<] - | o] o L PP PP PP PPPPPRORt 43
Personnel and MOTKale........co it e e e nnre e s e e 44
Personnel Reliability Program........oooiiii ittt et e et e e e eaaa e e e e ab e e e seanbeeeeennaeeean 44
Appendix A: TErMS OF REFEIENCE ..occuviiiiciiie ettt e e e e e e et e e s s bte e e s s abteeeennraeeeenseas 46
Appendix B: Task FOrCE IMEMDEIS .....uuiiiiiieieeiiee ettt ertee st e e st e e e sre e e e bee e s sabeeessssbeeeessseeesenaseeessnsens 48
Appendix C: Findings from Prior Reports on the INCidents............ueveieiiicciiiiei e 49
U.S. Air Force Blue Ribbon Review (BRR) on Nuclear Weapons Policies and Procedures (February
2008). .ttt bbbt h e bt bt sh e sa et ea bttt et e et e eaE e ekt e bt e bt e b e e bt e aheeabeesheeeaeeeabe eeeheenheesaeesanenane 49
DSB Permanent Task Force Report on the Unauthorized Movement of Nuclear Weapons (February
2008). .ttt ettt h e ettt st s e ettt e et e et e Rt e Rt e bt e b e e b e e Re e eRe e ehe e e aeesane eenneenheenanesanenane 49
Investigation into the Shipment of Sensitive Missile Components to Taiwan (May 2008).................... 49
Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management (September 2008). ............ 50
FAN o 01T 0o LDt D IR Yol oY 1Y/ o 4 TSP 51



Tasking

Some two years after major changes to the structure of the Air Force nuclear enterprise and the
level of attention to the Air Force to the enterprise, the Deputy Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense for Nuclear Matters and the Secretary of the Air Force tasked the Permanent Task
Force to conduct an independent assessment of progress towards the goal of reinvigorating the
Air Force nuclear enterprise in support of the strategic nuclear deterrent mission. The Task
Force began the task in August 2010 and completed the task in November 2010.

On each visit to nuclear mission-related activities, it was clear to the Task Force that the
nuclear enterprise leadership at every level had encouraged their people to be open and candid
and their people responded accordingly.



Some Root Causes and Unintended Consequences

The need for increased attention to the Air Force nuclear enterprise was highlighted by the
August 2007 unauthorized transfer from Minot AFB to Barksdale AFB and the inadvertent
shipment of nuclear weapon components to Taiwan in 2008. While these incidents demanded
urgent corrective action, a number of earlier decisions had an important negative impact on the
overall enterprise. Dealing with these impacts required and will continue to require a broader
enterprise systems approach.

The earlier decisions impacting logistics support continue to have significant negative impacts
on that support. For example, prior to execution of the 1995 BRAC recommendations, expertise
and experience for Air Force nuclear logistics sustainment had been vested in the Special
Weapons Directorate (SWD) at the San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC). The Directorate
had served the enterprise with experience and expertise for several decades. With BRAC
implementation of the decision to close the SA-ALC, the SWD functions were spread among six
Air Force organizations based on perceived compatibility with their other mission assignments.
Very little of the special expertise in the SWD was preserved in the system.

Management and maintenance of the ICBM re-entry system components were transferred and
consolidated with other missile system components at the Air Logistics Center in Ogden, Utah.
Among the casualties was specialized management for nuclear weapon components.

Other nuclear-related components fell under general commodity management systems in the
Air Force and in the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). Again, elimination of the SWD and its
special attention led to applying standard supply chain processes to Nuclear Weapons-Related
Materiel (NWRM). This practice included eliminating stock listings for special components
based on a scope of demand criteria being used for other supply items. As a consequence,
satisfying the need for these components can now require a two-year acquisition process.

There were also significant impacts on operations that required system wide corrective action.
With the disestablishment of Strategic Air Command, the operating forces were first assigned
to Air Combat Command and then the ICBM force was reassigned to Air Force Space Command.
The end result was two major air commands responsible for segments of the strategic nuclear
operating forces.

To regain the needed focus on logistics support for the nuclear enterprise, the Air Force
leadership elected to focus activity at the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center at Kirtland AFB.
The Center, created in March 2006, has authority over ICBM and nuclear warhead support
activities at Hill AFB and ALCM sustainment support activities at Tinker AFB. The intended
functions were to encompass much of the former function of the SA-ALC’s SWD. The Center
also inherited a range of other responsibilities to include Air Force nuclear weapons
modernization and life extension programs.

The Air Force decision in October 2006 to consolidate cruise missiles further exacerbated a
strained storage and integrated maintenance facility.

To regain focus on the strategic nuclear deterrence mission, the Air Force stood up Global Strike
Command with responsibility for Air Force strategic nuclear forces.



The Air Force Nuclear Enterprise

The Air Force Nuclear Enterprise is composed of the Air Force nuclear forces, supporting

logistics structure, command and control organizations, weapons sustainment and

modernization activities, and activities of relevant headquarters, agencies, and centers. The
enterprise and the recent changes are illustrated in the following figures and narrative.

Figure 1: The Air Force Nuclear Enterprise Before 2008*

Air Force Strategic Forces
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Figure 1 above shows the Air Force nuclear enterprise as it evolved from the disestablishment
of Strategic Air Command in 1992 to 2008 when the Air Force leadership initiated significant
organizational changes. Before the changes, nuclear forces were assigned to three major air
commands and supporting logistics responsibilities were assigned to Air Force Materiel
Command. The principal staff oversight in Headquarters Air Force was an element within DCS

Operations (A3).

In addition to the nuclear bomber mission, Air Combat Command was responsible for two
conventional bomber wings and some 20 fighter, reconnaissance, command and control,
electronic warfare, and other wings. They were also the gaining command for Air Force Reserve
and Air National Guard units. In addition to the three ICBM wings, Air Force Space Command
was responsible for acquiring, launching, and operating military space systems, and providing
the supporting ground systems. Consequently, in terms of people and resources, nuclear
operations were not predominant in either command. Further, in addition to the three nuclear
bomb wings, 8" Air Force was responsible for conventional bomber operations and cyber

operations.

Three CONUS major air commands had responsibilities for weapons storage and maintenance
on operating bases. Within the operating wings, the wing commander was responsible and
accountable for all activity on the operating base required to meet mission requirements. In the



case of the dual-wing base (Minot), the bomb wing commander was responsible for storage
and maintenance for both the ICBM and bomber assets.

Two logistics centers provided the principal support of the enterprise. The Ogden ALC
supported ICBM forces and the Oklahoma City ALC supported bomber forces. The Air Force
Nuclear Weapons Center at Kirtland was established in 2006 to provide more focused oversight
of the CONUS weapons storage sites along with other nuclear systems support responsibilities.

In Europe, the munitions support squadrons provided maintenance in support of NATO. Fighter
Wings also supported the NATO mission.

The supporting air refueling forces were transferred to Air Mobility Command on
disestablishment of Strategic Air Command. There were and are other elements of the nuclear
enterprise not shown on the chart such as the 55t Wing at Offutt AFB, but those listed were
principal elements of the structure that had day-to-day nuclear forces and support
responsibilities.

Figure 2: The Current Air Force Nuclear Enterprise*
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Figure 2 above shows the current Air Force nuclear enterprise. New organizations are shown in
red. In addition, A10 staff agencies focusing on nuclear matters have been created at Air Force
Materiel Command and Air Education and Training Command headquarters. The most
significant change in command of forces is the creation of Air Force Global Strike Command
(AFGSC) and assigning all Air Force strategic nuclear forces to that command.

The two principal logistics changes are the assignment of weapons storage and maintenance
responsibilities at the operating bases for CONUS nuclear forces to the Air Force Nuclear
Weapons Center (AFNWC). Other additional responsibilities have also been assigned to the
AFNWC. The conventional bomber forces (B-1B) remain assigned to Air Combat Command.
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Requirements for dual-capable aircraft (DCA) have been adjusted in the nuclear enterprise
structure in Europe, but the U.S. DCA mission and relationship to NATO has not changed.

The impact and consequences of this structure are discussed in subsequent sections of this

report.
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Bottom Lines

New Leadership Attention

The Task Force visited the three major air command headquarters, the Nuclear Weapons
Center and other activities at Kirtland, activities at Hill AFB including the Ogden Air Logistics
Center (O0-ALC), four of the six strategic nuclear-mission wings and had discussions with the
commanders of the other two wings. The Task Force also visited a Munitions Support Squadron
(MUNSS) and the DCA Fighter Wing. After extensive discussions and observing operations and
logistics, the Task Force believes the Air Force leadership can have high confidence that, with
few exceptions, the operating and direct support forces understand their mission and the
demands of their mission, and are a professional, disciplined, and committed force.

The Air Force leadership instituted and has to date sustained a set of extraordinary measures to
deal with the issues highlighted by the 2007 unauthorized transfer of nuclear weapons and the
2008 accidental shipment of nuclear weapons-related materials. While there are continuing
challenges, the extraordinary measures have been effective in correcting many of the
deficiencies in the operating forces and in rebuilding the culture appropriate to the nuclear
weapons enterprise.

However, some of these measures, appropriate to the situation over the past two years, are

not sustainable for the long term and are becoming counterproductive in that they create an
extraordinary burden on the operating forces rather than focusing sharply on areas still
requiring additional attention. The current inspection regime is a prime example. There are
areas still requiring special attention and the inspection regime should be focused on these
areas. These areas include logistics support and personnel support appropriate to the priority of
the nuclear deterrence mission.

Accounting for Nuclear Weapons-Related Materiel (NWRM) is greatly improved, but remains
challenging. Consolidation of NWRM, adapting the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) data system
for Air Force NWRM, and extraordinary vigilance at the operating level has greatly improved
the situation. The current state of progress is the result of what has been properly
characterized as a heroic effort. With the progress to date, the leadership can have high
confidence in accounting for and controlling the NWRM that are in the system. However, given
the state of accountability in 2008 and the magnitude of NWRM, the Air Force leadership
should not yet assume that NWRM accounting is flawless.

Recommendation: The Air Force leadership should maintain realistic expectations regarding
the state of accounting for NWRM.

The Air Force leadership has stated clearly that sustaining an effective nuclear deterrent force is
first priority and several tangible actions reinforce that declaration. Given this commitment,
the Task Force had extensive discussions at multiple locations to discover the impact of
reinvigoration on the operating forces. The following is a widely held set of views at the
operating force and direct support levels regarding the current state.

e Reinvigoration has produced:

12



Increased attention to the nuclear enterprise at senior levels.
A return to high standards of professionalism in the nuclear operating forces.
More coherent operational focus under a single major air command.
New organizations directing more and more focused attention to the nuclear
mission.
e The “priority one” declaration by the senior leadership is yet to be reflected in:
0 An environment of trust on the part of the leadership appropriate to the dedication
and professionalism of the operating forces.
O Budget and program priority impacting the fielded forces.
O Replacement or upgrade of old support equipment central to the mission.
0 Directives and technical orders providing the level of detail appropriate to nuclear
operations.
0 Personnel policies and actions more tailored to the special demands of the nuclear
mission.

O O 0O

Each of the items listed as “yet to be reflected” is discussed in this report with specific
recommendations. One of the issues impacting perceptions in the operating forces is the gap
between the sense of time urgency in higher headquarters and that in both the operating
forces and the supporting workforce at the air logistics centers. The perceived business-as-usual
approach in planning and acquisition is inconsistent with the state of long-term neglect of
logistical support for the nuclear weapons enterprise as experienced in the operating forces.
This is important for the effectiveness of the mission and for the morale of the workforce.

Recommendations:

The Secretary and Chief of Staff of the Air Force should direct that:

The needs of the nuclear enterprise to sustain the force are given priority and the choices
for corrective action are oriented to long-term sustainment rather than the lowest near-
term cost path.

The Air Staff and Air Force Materiel Command should give:

Funding and program priority to logistics support essential to the nuclear deterrence
mission commensurate with the priority of the nuclear deterrence mission.

Urgent attention to replacing 40-+ year-old warhead and missile maintenance support and
test equipment at the operating wings and the air logistics centers and to replacing the
Weapons Maintenance Trucks at the Munitions Support Squadron (MUNSS) sites (Europe).

Divided Authority and Accountability

The complexity of the logistics chain can impede the pace of resolving emerging or long-
standing logistics limitations on supporting the operating wings ability to perform their mission.
A unique logistics and maintenance organization was introduced at the wing level in the
strategic forces as part of the increased focus on the nuclear enterprise. This structure,
centralized under the Nuclear Weapons Center, was appropriate when the operating forces
were assigned as additional missions to two major air commands. With the formation of Global
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Strike Command, this structure is now adding complexity and confusion without commensurate
added value.

The bifurcation at the operating base level of responsibility for the mission between the
operational wing and the munitions organization is contrary to important principles of Air Force
organization which assigns mission responsibilities within a clear chain of command. This
bifurcation is creating unintended complexity and negative perceptions.

Recommendation: The Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force should direct that
action be initiated to assign all base-level operations and logistics functions to the strategic
Missile and Bomb Wings reporting through the numbered air forces to the Air Force Global
Strike Command.

Oversight and Inspection

A rigorous inspection program remains essential to safe, secure, and effective operations.
However, excesses have developed that are becoming counterproductive. The inspection
program needs to be more sharply focused on areas where issues persist. The continuing
intense and across-the-board level of inspection and exercise activity is perceived by some in
higher headquarters to be a continuing need until a zero-defect culture can be reestablished.
When overdone, the level of inspection and exercises are counterproductive and lead to an
unrealistic zero-risk mindset.

The continued level of oversight and the broadly applied inspection regime is creating a
perception that the higher headquarters leadership believes they can and must inspect in
quality. It also creates a climate of distrust. It leads to a perception in the operating forces that
the leadership does not trust them to perform professionally. This leads them to question the
motives of the higher headquarters leadership. Further it is creating a leadership mindset
where satisfying a Nuclear Surety Inspection team, for example, can supplant, or at least
compete with, focus on readiness to perform the assigned nuclear mission.

Recommendations:

The Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force should direct that:

The intense inspection regime is sharply refocused on areas of continuing concern rather
than serving as a substitute for chain of command leadership and management.

Action begin for a phased return to a normal schedule for the operating forces — a single
Nuclear Surety Inspection (NSI) each 18 months and a Nuclear Operational Readiness
Inspection (NORI) each 18 months. DNSIs as needed to meet the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff direction, conducted with NSIs.

The Commanders of Global Strike Command and Air Force Materiel Command should direct
that follow-up re-inspections and special inspections are conducted only to address
unsatisfactory ratings or significant negative trends. For other discrepancies, the wing
commander or the munitions squadron (MUNS) commander is accountable for closing out the
discrepancies.

14



The Commander of USAFE should direct that follow-up re-inspections and special inspections
are conducted only to address unsatisfactory ratings or significant negative trends. For all
other discrepancies the wing commander or the MUNSS commander is accountable for
closing out the discrepancies in communication with the appropriate inspection agency.

Enlisted Personnel Management

The intersection of multiple issues impacting munitions, missile maintenance, and bomber
maintenance career fields calls for increased attention and flexibility to meet the needs of the
operating forces.

The career fields which are critical to maintaining the strategic nuclear deterrent seem to be
largely managed in a business-as-usual fashion with assignment policies that do not take full
advantage of special experience identifiers in meeting the special needs of the nuclear
enterprise.

Of special interest are the numbers and assignment of Master Sergeants (MSgt-E7) and Senior
Master Sergeants (SMgt-E8) in critical career fields. On average, it takes about 16 years to
produce a qualified MSgt and 19 years to produce a qualified SMSgt. Hence, there are long-
term consequences related to the management of this resource.

Recommendation: The Headquarters Air Force A1 should direct special attention to providing
the needed qualified people to the operating forces in the career fields that are both fragile
and critical to the nuclear mission.

The Personnel Reliability Program

The DoD guidance on the Personnel Reliability Program (PRP) has improved significantly since
2004. In contrast, the practice in the Air Force has continued to deteriorate.

Recommendation: The Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force should direct an
immediate adjustment to Air Force guidance/practices to remove PRP-based restrictions and
monitoring demands that exceed those required by DoD direction.

15



New Senior Leadership Attention

Focus

The Air Force leadership at multiple levels has taken decisive action to correct deficiencies,
reinvigorate, and further strengthen the Air Force nuclear enterprise. These actions include
changes in priorities, organization, authorities, and processes. There is a clear message from the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff that they consider nuclear deterrence to be the
Air Force’s first priority mission. This is reflected in the Air Force statement of priorities with
“Continue to strengthen the Nuclear Enterprise” as the first priority. It is also reflected in the
Air Force Core Functions with “Nuclear Deterrence Ops” as the first listed function. These
actions have generally produced the intended results in the operating forces. They have been
less successful in providing logistics and personnel support commensurate with the mission
priority.

Changes in Organization

Three organizational changes were intended to bolster both the fact and perception of
restoring the priority accorded the nuclear enterprise:

e Creating an Assistant Chief of Staff for Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear Integration
(A10) in Headquarters Air Force (HAF),

e The formation of Air Force Global Strike Command as a major air command responsible
for Air Force strategic nuclear forces, and

e Creating and strengthening the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center at Kirtland AFB, New
Mexico, and a set of subordinate organizations, responsible for nuclear sustainment to
include activities inside CONUS weapons storage areas (WSAs) and for a broad range of
additional nuclear enterprise responsibilities.

Air Force Global Strike Command

The formation of Air Force Global Strike Command has produced a nearly universally positive
response in the nuclear operating forces. The potential negative aspect is the fact that while
the mission responsibilities of the command are declared first priority, it has been commanded
by a lieutenant general while all but one of the other operational and support commands are
commanded by four star officers. This is widely noted in the strategic operating forces.

The Air Force Global Strike Command commander and staff have a clear understanding of their
responsibilities and are taking a broad range of steps to include:

e Clarifying and expanding direction to make it more appropriate to the demands of the
nuclear mission,

e Daily oversight of operations and maintenance to ensure the readiness of the force, and

e Addressing long-neglected logistics issues.

The command is transmitting a clear set of values:

e Individual responsibility for mission success,
e (Critical self-assessment of performance,
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e Uncompromising adherence to directives,

e Superior technical and weapons system expertise,
e Pride in nuclear heritage and mission,

e Respect for the worth and dignity of every airman,
e Safetyin all things large ... and small.

The Task Force lists this set of values as a contrast to the implications of some other approaches
to strengthening the nuclear enterprise discussed in this report.

In contrast to the skip-echelon organization that broke chain of command responsibility for
operations and training in the bomber force up to 2008, 8" Air Force and Air Force Global Strike
Command are clearly responsible for daily operations and training in the B-2 and B-52 forces.
The AFGSC Command Center interfaces with 8 Air Force and 20™ Air Force and their units on a
24/7 basis. The philosophy is micro-informed, not micro-management. Authorities and
accountability are clear.

Impact of Other Changes in Organization

The changes in organization have contributed significantly to the intended increased emphasis
on the nuclear enterprise and these were valuable in addressing the urgent issues. At the same
time, some have the potential for negative impacts when continued beyond the period of
urgent need. Extraordinary measures appropriate to an urgent situation may not be
appropriate or sustainable for long-term mission accomplishment.

The Headquarters, Air Force A10 organization was stood up on November 1, 2008 to provide a
singular focus on nuclear matters in the Air Force headquarters. This organization has served
the intended purpose and has been effective in increased focus on the nuclear enterprise. The
potential negative impact is the possibility that key Deputy Chiefs of Staff with nuclear
enterprise responsibilities could feel less obligated to place the needed emphasis on those
responsibilities. The Task Force met with the Air Force A1, A3/5, A4/7, A8, and people from the
A9 and discussed this issue. Any such tendency is currently countered by the continuing
attention of the Secretary and the Chief of Staff. It is not clear that this will continue to be the
case or that the A10 should be a permanent fixture. The continued success of this overlapping
arrangement is dependent on personal attention and is not a normal Air Force institutional
arrangement. In any case, it creates confusion in subordinate organizations as to who has the
responsibilities and authorities to address their issues.

A second consequence is major air command mirror imaging of HAF as reflected in the A10
functions at AFMC and Air Education and Training Command (AETC). This is not the case at Air
Force Global Strike Command where all aspects of the staff are focused on the nuclear
enterprise. There is a long-standing arrangement in USAFE that concentrates nuclear expertise
and attention in a directorate in the USAFE A3. Again, support of the nuclear enterprise
requires the attention of the major staff agencies. This issue is further complicated by
responsibilities assigned the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center (AFNWC) with the stated intent
to clear up previously ambiguous chains of command. The advertised function of the AFNWC is
sustainment, that is, logistics support of the operating wings. That is also a key role of the
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AFMC/AA4. Our discussions with the A4 and staff and with the AFNWC leadership made it clear
that both understand their responsibilities for sustaining the nuclear enterprise.

In addition to the role and authorities of the AFMC/A4 and the AFNWC Commander, there is
the role of the AFMC A10. Given that the A10 is a colonel, the A4 is a major general and the
Commander, AFNWC is a brigadier general, the role and authority of the A10 must depend
heavily on the AFMC Commander. Again, this is not a normal institutional arrangement. At this
level, the A10 position could add confusion rather than value in spite of the quality and
experience of the people in the A10. This is also quality and experience that is needed
elsewhere in the nuclear enterprise.

The AFNWC has been staffed with quality people with important and relevant objectives and
has made significant contributions to restoring an appropriate level of professionalism in the
operating forces. The issue for the AFNWC, the AFMC/A10, and the AFMC/A4 regarding the
nuclear enterprise is clarity in roles. Related to that issue is the scope of responsibilities that
AFMCI 90-204 ascribes to the AFNWC. It could be interpreted as devolving responsibilities to
AFNWC that would logically be assigned to the major air command headquarters - Air Force
Global Strike Command and Air Force Materiel Command. The described scope of those
responsibilities is well beyond a reasonable expectation for the center. Before the
disestablishment of Strategic Air Command, many of these responsibilities were shared
between Strategic Air Command Headquarters and Air Force Logistics Command Headquarters
requiring a significant part of the attention of both commanders and key staff.

A related issue is the complex chain of command from the maintenance units in the field to the
authority and capability to address their needs. The chain of command for the workforce in the
munitions squadron (MUNS) — key players in the readiness of the nuclear forces -- passes
through four levels en route to access the authority and resources to provide support needed
to perform its mission. The chain is from the munitions squadron to the group to the wing to
the AFNWC to the System Program Office (SPO). Even beyond that chain, it is likely that action
by AFMC/A4 will be required to resource solutions. In addition, the Strategic Forces Program
Executive Office has yet another reporting chain. This long and complex chain of command
would be less of a concern if the maintenance operations had been well supported before the
new organizations were created. A subsequent section of the report will provide evidence that
this has not been the case. Hence, there is a need for rapid response.

The organizational changes have had the intended effect of increased attention in many of the
right places. Long-standing neglect in important areas is being addressed. However, the
operating forces have seen only limited positive impact to date and significant negative impact.
The Task Force heard expressions of disappointment from multiple levels — most notably
among the enlisted force maintaining the nuclear weapons. Part of the problem is the apparent
difference in timeliness expectations. It has been two to four years since organizational changes
were put in place. The facts are that higher headquarters have been working to address the
issues that concern the workforce whose mission is sustaining the weapons. Further, people at
the higher headquarters believe they have made important strides in addressing the problems.
Since the solutions to many of the problems require development, a multi-year timeframe
seems reasonable to higher headquarters. It seems less reasonable to the workforce because
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they have been dealing with the problems for a longer time. One Senior Master Sergeant
expressed what the Task Force perceived to be a view held by many when he said: “They have
been admiring problems for two years that we have been living with for ten years.”

The division of responsibility at the wing level is not at the root of the shortfalls in logistics
support. These issues have developed over a period of at least a decade and a half. Further, the
Task Force found no evidence that the current division of responsibility between AFGSC and
AFMC at the operating base is creating conflict or tension in the operating wings. In practice,
the wing commander and the munitions squadron commander relate as though the MUNS is
part of the wing.

Still, the complexity of the organization and confusion about roles and relationships can
complicate and delay action to address the issues. Figure 3 below is one view of the
organization and relationships.

Figure 3: The Logistics Issue Resolution Chain as Seen by the Wing Commander
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This is not the only view since the actual flow of information and authority depends on
individual personalities and relationships. For example, wing commanders treat the munitions
squadron as an integral part of the wing. They seek to ensure that the same information moves
through both the operational command chain to Air Force Global Strike Command and the
logistics chain to the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center. Further, it is not clear that there are
separate chains to the AFMC/A4 and the AFNWC. Still, the operational and logistics chains are
separate chain of command structures. Bypassing any part of the structure would require a
subordinate commander to bypass his immediate commander which is not a normal military
process. In any case, the ICBM or bomber SPO is often the locus of the expertise needed to
address issues. Hence, the simplest, shortest path to involve the SPO would seem to be
desirable.

A more central issue is that the arrangement is contrary to at least two principles that govern
Air Force operational unit organization elsewhere in the Air Force. The first is unity of command
at multiple levels — maintenance group, missile and bomb wing, and major air command. The
second is clear accountability. The Air Force culture is that the wing commander has “buck-
stops-here” accountability for the performance of all mission assets on his or her base. This is
not true of the current organization in the strategic nuclear wings. The wing commander is not
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accountable for the maintenance and storage of the weapons that are central to the mission.
Without that accountability, it is difficult to see how the wing commander is accountable for
the most basic demand of his mission - meeting nuclear alert and response requirements.

The arrangement also creates unintended perception issues. AFGSC and the wing commander
can be perceived as inferior in scope and responsibility to other operational major air
commands and wings. For the munitions squadron, the chain of command moves them from
being an integral part of the operational unit to an appended support organization. These
perceptions are not desirable in what is declared to be the first priority operational mission of
the Air Force.

Recommendations: The Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force should direct:

An action to assign base-level operations and logistics functions to the strategic Missile
and Bomb Wings reporting through the numbered air forces to the Air Force Global Strike
Command.

A reexamination of the continued utility of the set of special headquarters organizations.

A revision of the set of responsibilities ascribed to AFNWC in AFMCI 90-204 to sharply focus
on the sustainability of the nuclear enterprise with other responsibilities assigned to
Headquarters Air Force, Headquarters Air Force Materiel Command, and Air Force Global
Strike Command.
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Oversight and Inspection

Regarding the two incidents that highlighted the need for intense attention to the nuclear
enterprise, as stated earlier in the report, the changes in priority and processes are having the
desired effect. The risk of an unauthorized transfer of a nuclear weapon is now near zero and
will remain so as long as there is leadership attention and clear direction. The solution has
been, for the most part, a return to the processes, discipline, and culture that served the nation
well for more than half a century.

There is also intense attention to the issue of accountability and control of Nuclear Weapons-
Related Materiel. Increased attention has improved the NWRM situation greatly, but the
condition of the system in 2008 and the scope, magnitude, and distribution of NWRM make this
a continuing work in progress. The leadership can have confidence in the organization and
attention to NWRM. The leadership can also have confidence in accounting and control of
NWRM that has been identified as NWRM.

This progress is evidence of the value of an extraordinary level of oversight and inspection
activity appropriate to address the urgent need identified from the 2007 and 2008 incidents.
The types of inspections include:

e Nuclear Surety Inspection (NSI)

e Defense Nuclear Surety Inspection (DNSI)

e Joint Nuclear Surety Inspection (JNSI)

e Limited Nuclear Surety Inspection (LNSI)

e Nuclear Operational Readiness Inspection (NORI)

e Maintenance Standardization Evaluation (MSE)

e Operations Standardization Evaluation

e Logistics Capability Assessment Program (LCAP) or Team (LCAT) evaluation/inspection
e Nuclear Staff Assistance Visit (NSAV)

e Nuclear Surety Staff Assistance Visit (NSSAV)

NSAVs/NSSAVs were not intended as inspections. They are listed here because they have
evolved into inspections by any definition. The only distinction is that the unit is not given a
formal grade. In general, the SAV team is not, as intended, chartered to respond to the unit
commander’s stated need. Instead, it assesses areas identified by the SAV team or higher
headquarters. An NSAV occurs six months prior to a unit’s scheduled NSI. In both Air Force
Global Strike Command and USAFE, the results are reported to higher headquarters and unit
commanders are required to respond to write-ups just as they do with an NSI. Several
commanders expressed the view that NSAVs have become the higher headquarters staff
defense against the possible embarrassment of a unit in their command failing an NSI.

As noted, the Task Force saw and heard convincing evidence that the level of oversight and
inspections has been successful and has served the intended purpose in the operating forces.
Further, there is no question about the importance of a rigorous inspection program. But, the
current intense and pervasive regime seems to have been institutionalized as the accepted
approach to producing quality work. An unintended consequence of the increased oversight is
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the workload in the wings — both the operating and logistics wings. A particularly compelling
example is Minot with two operational wings. Table 1 below portrays the impact on the
leadership and people performing the mission at Minot.

Table 1: Days of Special Effort at Minot AFB

Year High Level of Significant Level of Medium Level of White Space
Special Effort- Special Effort - Special Effort Including Week-
Major Inspection, Major Exercise, ends & Holidays
Congressional Visit Higher
Headquarters Visit
2008 190* 98 72 69 total
2009 204 192 73 65 total
2010 168 114 75 25 total
thru
Aug

* For all categories, there are multiple activities, sometimes three or four on many of the days.

The white space situation (the last column) at Barksdale and in USAFE units is similar in impact
to that portrayed in Table 1. There are few days, to include weekends and holidays, when the
wing commanders can focus on just their missions. The Task Force noted a similar level of
inspection and exercise activity at the 2" Bomb Wing at Barksdale and in the 748" Supply
Chain Management Group (SCMG) at Hill AFB. There are multiple causes of this excessive
activity:

e Multiple headquarters and centers with overlapping responsibilities and lack of clarity,
e Continued focus on past problems, and
e Wing and group commanders’ preoccupation with dealing with inspections.

The Task Force did not attempt to rank order the causes. In the case of the third cause, the Task
Force noted that, at one wing, the commander expressed the goal of a generation exercise a
month. To the extent there is excessive unit-generated exercises, the unit commanders receive
a steady drum beat of exhortations to do more self inspection. Self inspection is clearly
important to q